It remains a commonplace that what historians write bears some relation to their own time and particular angle of vision. Less often remarked, however, is the tendency for historical interpretations to acquire lives of their own, at least partly independent of the original circumstances that produced them, and to enter as it were the intellectual bloodstream of subsequent generations. A good illustration of this latter proposition is afforded by the history of the English Church. For, since at least the seventeenth century, the very radicalism of the Reformation has proved a continuing source of embarrassment to a section of Church of England opinion; rather than frankly admit their own dissent from the views of many of the Tudor founding fathers, they have regularly sought to rewrite the past in the light of the present. This conservative vision has come to be expressed in terms of a socalled via media, which is deemed to have characterized the English or "Anglican" way of religious reform.1 Until quite recently, the historiography was heavily influenced by these same Anglican insiders, other historians being prepared largely 
Unlike some later commentators, leading Elizabethan protestants were proud to acknowledge how much they owed to Bucer and Martyr. Walter Haddon, writing at the behest of the English government in 1563, went out of his way to acknowledge that debt and at the same time did not hesitate to defend predestination-both double and absolute.6 Back in 1551, Haddon had delivered the oration at Bucer's funeral and Parker the sermon. Moreover, the continuing pamphlet exchanges during the 1560s between Haddon and the catholic controversialist Jerome Osorio came to turn increasingly on predestination. After the death of Haddon, John Foxe took up the uncompleted task of replying, and a joint work was published in 1577-with some hundred pages devoted to maintaining absolute predestination.7 Such Reformed teaching did not, however, go uncontested, and for the first two decades of Elizabeth's reign Lutheran treatises, either in Latin or English translation, propagated an alternative doctrine. The most important author in this context was the Danish Lutheran Neils Hemmingsen. Nevertheless, after about 1580 anti-Calvinist views (as we may now call them) apparently ceased to be printed in England, probably reflecting a tightening of religious censorship.8 Some of those concurrently in the forefront of making Calvinist doctrine available in translation were undoubtedly puritans, such as John Field. At the same time, however, dedicatees of these books included Archbishop Edmund Grindal.9 The foregoing story has never been investigated in any detail, but enough is already known to suggest that the mid-1590s saw a somewhat desperate attempt by English Lutherans (for want of a better term) to fight back. Although this episode, which produced the notorious Lambeth Articles, is still much disputed by historians, it would be difficult to argue that the Lutherans then regained ground previously lost.
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The Anglican school, with which Bernard chooses here to iden-tify, has always objected strongly to the employment of such Continental religious terminology in an English context, but it is incontestable that much of the Elizabethan debate on subjects like predestination was conducted through the medium of foreign authors-either Latin republications or English translations. Bernard also proves surprisingly slapdash in his account of the argument that he wishes to refute. Thus we are told that the present writer has claimed that "the dominant doctrine in the early seventeenth-century Church of England was predestination," subsequently coming under attack from "a group of Arminians ... who allegedly followed the teaching of the Dutch theologian Arminius," and I am chided for neglecting the "realities of religious life in the parishes."?1 It would indeed be a rash historian who claimed to have isolated the "dominant doctrine" purveyed countrywide, at this or any other period, although such religious teaching is likely to have been fairly platitudinous and certainly nothing so relatively esoteric as predestination. The "dominance" in question relates to that formulation of the theology of grace most favored by the clerical leadership at various dates. (It is important, however, to emphasize that the early modern disputes about predestination did revolve around the central topic of salvation.) Nor are English antiCalvinists deemed by me to have "followed the teaching" of Arminius.1 Furthermore, the concept of dominance itself implies the continued existence of different, less influential teaching. Nonetheless, it is becoming increasingly clear that English and Dutch anti-Calvinists shared a common ancestor in second-generation Lutheranism, specifically involving the work of Hemmingsen.12 Bernard and a number of other historians, notably, Sheila Lambert, seek in addition to undermine the notion of Calvinist dominance, prior to the 1620s, by reference to the undisputed fact that some antiCalvinists became Jacobean bishops. The fallacy, however, of such arguments is that they fail to distinguish the key appointments, to Canterbury and London, and how power was actually exercised. 13 Regardless of the precise religious sympathies of James I, the de facto situation was that until the 1620s Calvinists generally controlled the tify, has always objected strongly to the employment of such Continental religious terminology in an English context, but it is incontestable that much of the Elizabethan debate on subjects like predestination was conducted through the medium of foreign authors-either Latin republications or English translations. Bernard also proves surprisingly slapdash in his account of the argument that he wishes to refute. Thus we are told that the present writer has claimed that "the dominant doctrine in the early seventeenth-century Church of England was predestination," subsequently coming under attack from "a group of Arminians ... who allegedly followed the teaching of the Dutch theologian Arminius," and I am chided for neglecting the "realities of religious life in the parishes."?1 It would indeed be a rash historian who claimed to have isolated the "dominant doctrine" purveyed countrywide, at this or any other period, although such religious teaching is likely to have been fairly platitudinous and certainly nothing so relatively esoteric as predestination. The "dominance" in question relates to that formulation of the theology of grace most favored by the clerical leadership at various dates. (It is important, however, to emphasize that the early modern disputes about predestination did revolve around the central topic of salvation.) Nor are English antiCalvinists deemed by me to have "followed the teaching" of Arminius.1 Furthermore, the concept of dominance itself implies the continued existence of different, less influential teaching. Nonetheless, it is becoming increasingly clear that English and Dutch anti-Calvinists shared a common ancestor in second-generation Lutheranism, specifically involving the work of Hemmingsen.12
Bernard and a number of other historians, notably, Sheila Lambert, seek in addition to undermine the notion of Calvinist dominance, prior to the 1620s, by reference to the undisputed fact that some antiCalvinists became Jacobean bishops. The fallacy, however, of such arguments is that they fail to distinguish the key appointments, to Canterbury and London, and how power was actually exercised. 13 Regardless of the precise religious sympathies of James I, the de facto situation was that until the 1620s Calvinists generally controlled the English licensing of religious books-under the aegis of Canterbury and London in the capital and the determination of orthodoxy in university disputations.14 The evidence on both these counts seems overwhelming and has certainly not been adequately addressed by would-be critics. It was a balance of forces which shifted only in the last years of James. Nevertheless, for Bernard, and those who think like him, the religious policies pursued by Charles I were continuous with those of his predecessor and indeed the Tudor Church. Significantly, he has little to say about the doctrines at issue in the controversy surrounding the publications of Richard Montagu, during the 1620s. But the teaching of Montagu, as we shall see, especially in his Appello Caesarem of 1625, was actually more dogmatically antiCalvinist than either Arminius himself or the Remonstrance drawn up by his Dutch followers in 1610. Montagu dared to say things they had left unsaid.15 Moreover, the upshot of the Montagu controversy was to end a period of Calvinist dominance, traceable from at least the 1580s. Despite his stress on contextualization, Bernard fails to consider either this point or its bearing on the question of puritanism. For, with the English Church now increasingly seen as purveying false doctrine, a new and destabilizing element had been introduced. Purity of doctrine, after all, was one of the conventional marks of a true church.
Part and parcel of Bernard's case, and that of other revisionists, is that no serious religious tensions existed in England before the Scottish rebellion of the late 1630s. The latter, like some deus ex machina, is seen as a sufficient explanation of all that followed thereafter. To this end, these revisionists play down the importance both of puritanism and of ceremonial innovation during the 1630s-the imposition of what contemporaries called the "new" as opposed to the "old conformity." The numbers of puritans are deemed insignificant, and much of the ceremonial change that occurred is ascribed to local rather than central initiatives. Also denied is any link between doctrine and outward forms, especially the alterations to communion tables in parish churches.16 Indeed, the rise of Arminianism itself is written off as a myth put about by a handful of puritans, led by the infamous William English licensing of religious books-under the aegis of Canterbury and London in the capital and the determination of orthodoxy in university disputations.14 The evidence on both these counts seems overwhelming and has certainly not been adequately addressed by would-be critics. It was a balance of forces which shifted only in the last years of James. Nevertheless, for Bernard, and those who think like him, the religious policies pursued by Charles I were continuous with those of his predecessor and indeed the Tudor Church. Significantly, he has little to say about the doctrines at issue in the controversy surrounding the publications of Richard Montagu, during the 1620s. But the teaching of Montagu, as we shall see, especially in his Appello Caesarem of 1625, was actually more dogmatically antiCalvinist than either Arminius himself or the Remonstrance drawn up by his Dutch followers in 1610. Montagu dared to say things they had left unsaid.15 Moreover, the upshot of the Montagu controversy was to end a period of Calvinist dominance, traceable from at least the 1580s. Despite his stress on contextualization, Bernard fails to consider either this point or its bearing on the question of puritanism. For, with the English Church now increasingly seen as purveying false doctrine, a new and destabilizing element had been introduced. Purity of doctrine, after all, was one of the conventional marks of a true church.
Part and parcel of Bernard's case, and that of other revisionists, is that no serious religious tensions existed in England before the Scottish rebellion of the late 1630s. The latter, like some deus ex machina, is seen as a sufficient explanation of all that followed thereafter. To this end, these revisionists play down the importance both of puritanism and of ceremonial innovation during the 1630s-the imposition of what contemporaries called the "new" as opposed to the "old conformity." The numbers of puritans are deemed insignificant, and much of the ceremonial change that occurred is ascribed to local rather than central initiatives. Also denied is any link between doctrine and outward forms, especially the alterations to communion tables in parish churches.16 Indeed, the rise of Arminianism itself is written off as a myth put about by a handful of puritans, led by the infamous William Prynne. Those attracted especially by this last argument are now able to cite a book-length study by Peter White, which traverses the same chronological ground as Bernard but concentrates almost exclusively on doctrinal developments.
White is the leading spokesman for the Anglican wing of the revisionist alliance of Civil War historians. His avowed purpose is to reaffirm the continued existence of an Anglican via media in doctrine, stretching from the days of Henry VIII to those of Charles I. White's book, Predestination, Policy and Polemic, consists of a series of case studies devoted to a number of theological writers, interspersed with expositions of particular episodes and periods. The alliteration of the title refers both to the interconnectedness of religion and politics and to what the author regards as the polemical distortions of a middle ground normally inhabited by most theologians. Indeed, White goes so far as to define theology proper as consisting in "the resolution of the great antinomies, of nature and grace, of freedom and necessity, of faith and works," thus effectively privileging his own conception of a doctrinal via media. A further consequence is that whole swathes of religious writing can be dismissed as theologically irrelevant because essentially polemical. Perhaps unsurprisingly, White claims to find few Calvinists or Arminians in pre-Civil War England. Not content, however, with this loading of the dice, he proceeds to define his doctrinal terms in such a way as to eliminate most contenders. Despite the fact that English Calvinists by the early seventeenth century were generally sublapsarians, who conceived of fallen man as the object of predestination, we are presented with a creabilitarian definition of Calvinism: "the doctrine that the decree to predestinate is logically prior ... to the decree to create." This is, of course, an even more extreme doctrinal position than the usual supralapsarian alternative to sublapsarianism: "the doctrine that the decree to predestinate was logically prior to the decree to permit the fall." Creabilitarianism is a complete red herring.17
On the subject of Arminianism, the attempt of White at definition is so opaque as to leave the reader with no real criterion by which to judge particular allegations. Arminius, however, conveniently summed up the difference between himself and his opponents, in the form of the following double-barrelled question: "Do we believe because we have been elected, or are we elected because we believe?" What is more, this formulation is an acknowledged borrowing from HemPrynne. Those attracted especially by this last argument are now able to cite a book-length study by Peter White, which traverses the same chronological ground as Bernard but concentrates almost exclusively on doctrinal developments.
On the subject of Arminianism, the attempt of White at definition is so opaque as to leave the reader with no real criterion by which to judge particular allegations. Arminius, however, conveniently summed up the difference between himself and his opponents, in the form of the following double-barrelled question: "Do we believe because we have been elected, or are we elected because we believe?" What is more, this formulation is an acknowledged borrowing from Hem-mingsen. White, however, both fails to quote this passage and denies that Arminius had "any direct link with Lutheranism." Nevertheless, Peter Bertius, in his funeral oration of 1609, indicated that Arminius abandoned Calvinism under the influence of Philipp Melanchthon and Hemmingsen. Moreover, Hemmingsen and Arminius answered their own question in terms usually expressed as predestination ex praevisa fide-from foresight of faith. A handy source of Dutch Arminian doctrine, although one not used by White, is also provided by their Remonstrance of 1610. This maintains that predestination is conditional on faith, the offer of grace unrestricted, and its working on the will not infallible.18
Clearly White regards himself as specially equipped theologically, at various points alluding to the alleged incompetence of others. We are also encouraged in this opinion by the very flattering prereviews printed on the dust jacket. This book, John Guy tells us, is "a brilliant, and breathtakingly learned, exposition." According to John Morrill, it exhibits a "rare ambition and authority." All the more disappointing then that White provides such a careless analysis of the views he seeks to discredit, in the following terms: "Doctrinally, it is asserted, the English Church was uniformly 'Calvinist' from the beginning of the reign of Elizabeth"; not, "it is argued, until the 1590s" was Calvinism "first challenged" in England, involving an "Arminian assertion of 'the free will of all men to obtain salvation' "; nevertheless, "the majority of the clergy and probably most of the laity" remained "convinced predestinarians"; this Calvinist "consensus" was only overthrown after the accession of Charles I, and the "English Civil War is . . . seen as primarily the result."19 Unfortunately much of the foregoing (as indicated by italics) is a caricature of the historical argument actually advanced. It also involves at least two serious misquotations from a twenty-year-old essay of mine. What I then wrote was that "the essence of Arminianism was a belief in God's universal grace and the free will of all men to obtain salvation," and that "at the beginning of the seventeenth century, a majority of the clergy . . . were Calvinist in doctrine, and the same was probably true of the more educated laity."20 Since most of the population were illiterate at the time, this last point is no mere pedantry. Worse, the mangled quotation about free will implies that the present writer does not understand the 18 Clearly White regards himself as specially equipped theologically, at various points alluding to the alleged incompetence of others. We are also encouraged in this opinion by the very flattering prereviews printed on the dust jacket. This book, John Guy tells us, is "a brilliant, and breathtakingly learned, exposition." According to John Morrill, it exhibits a "rare ambition and authority." All the more disappointing then that White provides such a careless analysis of the views he seeks to discredit, in the following terms: "Doctrinally, it is asserted, the English Church was uniformly 'Calvinist' from the beginning of the reign of Elizabeth"; not, "it is argued, until the 1590s" was Calvinism "first challenged" in England, involving an "Arminian assertion of 'the free will of all men to obtain salvation' "; nevertheless, "the majority of the clergy and probably most of the laity" remained "convinced predestinarians"; this Calvinist "consensus" was only overthrown after the accession of Charles I, and the "English Civil War is . . . seen as primarily the result."19 Unfortunately much of the foregoing (as indicated by italics) is a caricature of the historical argument actually advanced. It also involves at least two serious misquotations from a twenty-year-old essay of mine. What I then wrote was that "the essence of Arminianism was a belief in God's universal grace and the free will of all men to obtain salvation," and that "at the beginning of the seventeenth century, a majority of the clergy . . . were Calvinist in doctrine, and the same was probably true of the more educated laity."20 Since most of the population were illiterate at the time, this last point is no mere pedantry. Worse, the mangled quotation about free will implies that the present writer does not understand the 18 Clearly White regards himself as specially equipped theologically, at various points alluding to the alleged incompetence of others. We are also encouraged in this opinion by the very flattering prereviews printed on the dust jacket. This book, John Guy tells us, is "a brilliant, and breathtakingly learned, exposition." According to John Morrill, it exhibits a "rare ambition and authority." All the more disappointing then that White provides such a careless analysis of the views he seeks to discredit, in the following terms: "Doctrinally, it is asserted, the English Church was uniformly 'Calvinist' from the beginning of the reign of Elizabeth"; not, "it is argued, until the 1590s" was Calvinism "first challenged" in England, involving an "Arminian assertion of 'the free will of all men to obtain salvation' "; nevertheless, "the majority of the clergy and probably most of the laity" remained "convinced predestinarians"; this Calvinist "consensus" was only overthrown after the accession of Charles I, and the "English Civil War is . . . seen as primarily the result."19 Unfortunately much of the foregoing (as indicated by italics) is a caricature of the historical argument actually advanced. It also involves at least two serious misquotations from a twenty-year-old essay of mine. What I then wrote was that "the essence of Arminianism was a belief in God's universal grace and the free will of all men to obtain salvation," and that "at the beginning of the seventeenth century, a majority of the clergy . . . were Calvinist in doctrine, and the same was probably true of the more educated laity."20 Since most of the population were illiterate at the time, this last point is no mere pedantry. Worse, the mangled quotation about free will implies that the present writer does not understand the difference between Arminianism and Pelagianism, the latter denying a need for grace. None of this augurs well for White ' Remarkably, we still lack a modern and authoritative account of the Edwardian Reformation that might enable us to answer that question with confidence. Yet the role of Cranmer appears crucial, particularly in the formulation of the Forty-Two Articles-produced at the very end of the reign. Given the likely competing pressures on him, the fairly uncompromising stance on predestination, of article 17, is all the more striking. Thus there is no suggestion that election-'predestination to life"-is conditional on faith. On the contrary, "such as have so excellent a benefit of God given unto them, be called according to God's purpose, by his spirit working in due season, they through grace obey the calling, they be justified freely, they be made sons by adoption, they be made like the image of God's only begotten son Jesus Christ, they walk religiously in good works, and at length by God's mercy, they attain to everlasting felicity." The word "reprobation" is not used as such, although it occurs in the associated Reformatio Legum Ecclesiasticarum. Nevertheless, the article does refer to the pastoral danger that consideration of the "sentence of God's predestination" may drive "curious and carnal persons, lacking the spirit of Christ," to "desperation or into recklessness of most unclean living." At the very least, we are dealing here with a concept of nonelection-the negative counterpart to "the everlasting purpose of difference between Arminianism and Pelagianism, the latter denying a need for grace. Remarkably, we still lack a modern and authoritative account of the Edwardian Reformation that might enable us to answer that question with confidence. Yet the role of Cranmer appears crucial, particularly in the formulation of the Forty-Two Articles-produced at the very end of the reign. Given the likely competing pressures on him, the fairly uncompromising stance on predestination, of article 17, is all the more striking. Thus there is no suggestion that election-'predestination to life"-is conditional on faith. On the contrary, "such as have so excellent a benefit of God given unto them, be called according to God's purpose, by his spirit working in due season, they through grace obey the calling, they be justified freely, they be made sons by adoption, they be made like the image of God's only begotten son Jesus Christ, they walk religiously in good works, and at length by God's mercy, they attain to everlasting felicity." The word "reprobation" is not used as such, although it occurs in the associated Reformatio Legum Ecclesiasticarum. Nevertheless, the article does refer to the pastoral danger that consideration of the "sentence of God's predestination" may drive "curious and carnal persons, lacking the spirit of Christ," to "desperation or into recklessness of most unclean living." At the very least, we are dealing here with a concept of nonelection-the negative counterpart to "the everlasting purpose of difference between Arminianism and Pelagianism, the latter denying a need for grace. Remarkably, we still lack a modern and authoritative account of the Edwardian Reformation that might enable us to answer that question with confidence. Yet the role of Cranmer appears crucial, particularly in the formulation of the Forty-Two Articles-produced at the very end of the reign. Given the likely competing pressures on him, the fairly uncompromising stance on predestination, of article 17, is all the more striking. Thus there is no suggestion that election-'predestination to life"-is conditional on faith. On the contrary, "such as have so excellent a benefit of God given unto them, be called according to God's purpose, by his spirit working in due season, they through grace obey the calling, they be justified freely, they be made sons by adoption, they be made like the image of God's only begotten son Jesus Christ, they walk religiously in good works, and at length by God's mercy, they attain to everlasting felicity." The word "reprobation" is not used as such, although it occurs in the associated Reformatio Legum Ecclesiasticarum. Nevertheless, the article does refer to the pastoral danger that consideration of the "sentence of God's predestination" may drive "curious and carnal persons, lacking the spirit of Christ," to "desperation or into recklessness of most unclean living." At the very least, we are dealing here with a concept of nonelection-the negative counterpart to "the everlasting purpose of 21 Yet, employing the same source, it is possible to reach a different conclusion and one more in line with our initial expectations. Jewel speaks of the "company of the faithful," their "names written in the book of life," the "elect," who "shall never perish." He cites St. Augustine that to one "it is given to believe, to the other it is not given." God "only disposeth the ways of men" and "knoweth whom he will bring to be of his fold." As for the "wicked," this "is a token of God's heavy displeasure upon them that they repent not of their former evils, but grow worse and worse." Those who Antichrist will deceive are they "whose names are not written in the book of life." But "God hath chosen you from the beginning; his election is sure for ever." You "shall not fall from grace, you shall not perish." None of these passages, however, are quoted by White. Moreover, looking ahead, he concludes that there is "nothing" in Jewel "which would have helped the Cambridge opponents of Baro and Barrett in the conflict that led to the Lambeth Articles." His deduction is the more extraordinary because Peter Baro, like Arminius, taught predestination ex praevisa fide.24
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Appropriately enough, White then turns to a consideration of Henry Bullinger, whose Decades acquired a quasi-official status in Elizabethan England. The discussion which follows, however, is very While it is indeed the case that the doctrinal controversies of the 1590s, culminating in the Lambeth Articles, need to be viewed in the light of the contemporary puritan vogue for supralapsarian teaching on predestination, it does not follow that the disputes were simply puritan-inspired. A major contributor, for instance, was Bishop Gervase Babington.27 White also signally fails to recognize the threecornered nature of these debates, involving Arminians avant la lettre and Calvinists of both supralapsarian and sublapsarian varieties. He resolutely refuses to accept that the archbishops of Canterbury and York, Whitgift and Matthew Hutton, were either of them "in any 25 While it is indeed the case that the doctrinal controversies of the 1590s, culminating in the Lambeth Articles, need to be viewed in the light of the contemporary puritan vogue for supralapsarian teaching on predestination, it does not follow that the disputes were simply puritan-inspired. A major contributor, for instance, was Bishop Gervase Babington.27 White also signally fails to recognize the threecornered nature of these debates, involving Arminians avant la lettre and Calvinists of both supralapsarian and sublapsarian varieties. He resolutely refuses to accept that the archbishops of Canterbury and York, Whitgift and Matthew Hutton, were either of them "in any 25 While it is indeed the case that the doctrinal controversies of the 1590s, culminating in the Lambeth Articles, need to be viewed in the light of the contemporary puritan vogue for supralapsarian teaching on predestination, it does not follow that the disputes were simply puritan-inspired. A major contributor, for instance, was Bishop Gervase Babington.27 White also signally fails to recognize the threecornered nature of these debates, involving Arminians avant la lettre and Calvinists of both supralapsarian and sublapsarian varieties. He resolutely refuses to accept that the archbishops of Canterbury and York, Whitgift and Matthew Hutton, were either of them "in any 25 ton Court Conference of 1604, the puritans sought to press home the attack on Arminianism avant la lettre. Granted that they failed in their bid to have the teaching of the Thirty-Nine Articles tightened up as regards predestination, a revised commentary on the articles by Archbishop Richard Bancroft's chaplain, Thomas Rogers, was published in 1607. White remains adamant that Rogers did not take "a 'Calvinist' stance on the matters in dispute at Cambridge in the 1590s." Again, however, the text is capable of yielding a different and Calvinist answer. The first point to make is that Rogers quite explicitly interprets article 17, on predestination, in the light of the Second Helvetic, Gallican, and Belgic Reformed confessions of faith. Second, Rogers maintains that both election and reprobation are unconditional: "Of the mere will and purpose of God some men in Christ Jesus are elected, and not others, unto salvation." Opposed to this is the view that "God beheld in every man whether he would use his grace well, and believe the gospel or no; and as he saw a man affected, so he did predestinate, choose, or refuse him." Furthermore, another error is that "no certain company be foredestined unto eternal condemnation." There is no suggestion in Rogers that anyone other than the elect can achieve salvation. Nor should we be surprised that Rogers was chaplain to Bancroft, since the latter as bishop of London can be found personally licensing a full-blooded Calvinist treatise in 1598. 30 Even when confronted with so obvious a Jacobean Calvinist as Robert Abbot, brother of the archbishop of Canterbury, White seeks to distinguish between his eirenical and polemical "faces." Only the former is deemed to represent genuine "theology." But since the distinction hinges on Abbot's being a sublapsarian Calvinist, which is manifest throughout his published work, it appears meaningless.31 The treatment, however, of the anti-Calvinists John Overall and Richard Thomson, as alleged exponents of the Anglican middle way, calls for more discussion here. In Overall, at least, we have a genuine single predestinarian, that is to say someone who apparently taught that there existed a special category of unconditionally elect side by side with others, probably a majority, who might or might not with the assistance of God's grace achieve salvation. This is quite different from the sublapsarian Calvinist view that the reprobate are condemned as a 30 White, pp. 150-52; T. Rogers, The Catholic Doctrine of the Church of England, ed. J. J. S. Perowne, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1854), pp. 147-49, my italics; Tyacke, "Debate" (n. 14 above), p. 203. 31 White, pp. 157-59, 169. White also refers to Robert Abbot indulging in "polemic" for "the benefit of undergraduates," although his "students" would in reality have been pursuing a postgraduate course in theology: ibid., p. 157.
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